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Abstract. This work addresses the challenge of sub-pixel accuracy in
detecting 2D local features, a cornerstone problem in computer vision.
Despite the advancements brought by neural network-based methods like
SuperPoint and ALIKED, these modern approaches lag behind classi-
cal ones such as SIFT in keypoint localization accuracy due to their
lack of sub-pixel precision. We propose a novel network that enhances
any detector with sub-pixel precision by learning an offset vector for
detected features, thereby eliminating the need for designing special-
ized sub-pixel accurate detectors. This optimization directly minimizes
test-time evaluation metrics like relative pose error. Through extensive
testing with both nearest neighbors matching and the recent LightGlue
matcher across various real-world datasets, our method consistently out-
performs existing methods in accuracy. Moreover, it adds only around
7 ms to the time of a particular detector. The code is available at
https://github.com/KimSinjeong/keypt2subpx.
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1 Introduction

The task of identifying and matching sparse 2D feature points across images
has long been a cornerstone problem in computer vision [26]. Algorithms for
feature detection enable the generation of detailed 3D models from collections
of images [29, 63, 73], the construction of maps for robotic navigation [46, 47],
the recognition of places [36,49, 62], and the estimation of precise locations [35,
61,70], as well as facilitating object recognition [2,3,41,48,52]. Given its critical
importance, the design of algorithms for feature detection and description has
attracted considerable attention in computer vision. While the seminal SIFT
algorithm [41] has been the benchmark for feature detection pipelines for over
three decades, the attention has shifted towards learned methods in recent years,
with SuperPoint emerging as the gold standard for various applications.

The introduction of advanced machine learning tools has led researchers to
substitute traditional, feature-based vision systems with neural networks [20,78,
79]. These networks demonstrate increased robustness to variations in features,
like changes in viewpoint and illumination, by being explicitly trained on such
scenarios with various augmentation techniques. However, independent evalua-
tions indicate that these learned models have yet to achieve the keypoint local-
ization precision of their classical predecessors [41]. This discrepancy is largely
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due to the absence of mechanisms for ensuring sub-pixel accuracy—a fundamen-
tal aspect of the long-standing status of the SIFT algorithm as the benchmark in
feature detection. Additionally, most recent feature detection frameworks design
training protocols to mimic the complex conditions faced during the application
of feature detectors in vision tasks. Only a select few [11, 65] are tailored to
optimize directly for the specific task they are intended to address.

In this work, we present a network capable of augmenting any learned feature
set to deliver sub-pixel precision in keypoint detection. The proposed method
is structured to append an offset vector to detected features, thereby enabling
sub-pixel accuracy without the need for developing entirely new feature detec-
tors. This offset is meticulously learned to directly minimize test-time evaluation
metrics, for instance, relative pose error. We demonstrate our improved accu-
racy through the gold standard SuperPoint [20] and the recent ALIKED [78]
features across several datasets. These tests include both nearest neighbors fea-
ture matching and the advanced LightGlue matcher [39]. Results show that our
approach consistently improves accuracy metrics in a variety of real-world set-
tings, both indoor and outdoor.

2 Related Work

Geometrically Invariant Feature Extraction. Initial efforts in local feature
detection and description concentrated on developing carefully engineered algo-
rithms to identify distinctive keypoints and their descriptors, which are robust
to variations in viewpoint and illumination. Hand-crafted techniques, such as
Harris corners [26], SIFT [41], ORB [59], and others [1, 10, 13, 19, 34, 58], utilize
explicit geometric concepts like corners, gradients, and scale-space extrema. Such
approaches became so popular, mainly due to their efficiency and robustness to
illumination changes, that they are still crucial components of state-of-the-art
frameworks, e.g ., for SLAM [46] and Structure-from-Motion [63].

Recent advances in deep learning have led to two primary approaches: patch-
based descriptor extraction and the integrated learning of keypoints and descrip-
tors. Patch-based techniques [4, 25, 43, 68, 69], along with the majority of com-
bined keypoint and descriptor learning strategies [20, 21, 71], incorporate data
augmentation to ensure invariance to scale and orientation changes. Certain com-
bined learning approaches go further by explicitly determining the orientation
and scale for keypoints. LIFT [74], for instance, mimics the SIFT methodol-
ogy [41] by identifying keypoints, estimating their orientations, and extracting
descriptors via separate neural networks. It calculates the rotation and scale
using a neural network, subsequently applying these transformations to the fea-
tures to achieve descriptors invariant to orientation and scale changes.

AffNet [44], UCN [14], and LF-Net [50] advance this approach by estimating
affine parameters and applying affine transformations on image features through
Spatial Transformer Networks (STN) [28], thereby extracting affine invariant de-
scriptors. GIFT [40] innovates by creating groups of images at varying scales and
orientations, from which it then derives features to produce descriptors that are
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Fig. 1: An overview of the proposed sub-pixel refinement method. Given a pair of
images, local features are detected, described, and matched to find correspondences.
For each match, image patches centered at the keypoints are extracted. Our proposed
Keypoint Refinement module (Fig. 2) takes the patches and descriptors to refine the
keypoint locations. When training, the refined keypoint matches are used to calculate
loss so that the Keypoint Refinement module can be optimized. On evaluation, the
relative pose between the two views is estimated using robust estimators.

invariant to scale and orientation. Additionally, HDD-Net [8] proposes an alter-
native by rotating convolution kernels instead of the features, aiming to extract
descriptors invariant to rotations. REKD [32] and RELF [33] alternatively uti-
lized a rotation-equivariant convolution layer and devised self-supervised learn-
ing frameworks to learn a rotation-equivariant detector and rotation-invariant
descriptor, respectively.
Joint Keypoint and Descriptor Learning. A number of studies have pro-
posed methods to simultaneously estimate both the score map, from which key-
points are detected, and the descriptor map, from which descriptors are sampled.
SuperPoint [20] introduces a lightweight network architecture trained on image
pairs augmented automatically through Homographic Adaptation. R2D2 [56]
innovates further by calculating repeatability and reliability maps for keypoint
detection and employing AP loss for descriptor training. A notable enhance-
ment by Suwichaya involves augmenting R2D2 with a Low-Level Feature (LLF)
detector to refine keypoint precision [66]. ALIKE [79] distinguishes itself with
a differentiable keypoint detection module, enabling precise keypoint training
within a highly efficient network suitable for real-time applications. Its successor,
ALIKED [78], incorporates deformable convolutional networks for enhanced per-
formance. While ALIKED obtains sub-pixel accurate features through employing
the SoftArgMax operator, it is not explicitly designed to optimize keypoint lo-
calization precision. D2-Net [21], diverging from score map estimation, identifies
keypoints through channel and spatial maxima within the feature map, albeit
with a noted limitation in keypoint localization accuracy due to low-resolution
feature maps. ASLFeat [42] leverages multi-level features and deformable convo-
lutions to detect keypoints and model local shapes, thereby improving localiza-
tion accuracy and descriptor quality. D2D [67], drawing inspiration from D2-Net,
utilizes a descriptor map alongside absolute and relative saliency for keypoint
detection. Rao et al. [54] introduce a hierarchical view consistency approach to
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Fig. 2: Visualization of how our Keypoint Refinement module works. For detectors
producing dense score maps as an intermediate representation, the patches of the score
map are concatenated to the image patches. The feature map of each patch is extracted
with a small convolutional neural network (CNN) and dot-produced with an average
of matched descriptor pairs. Taking the SoftArgMax operation on the resulting score
map gives the sub-pixel accurate displacement of each keypoint. Note that the weights
of two CNNs of the Keypoint Refinement module are shared.

generalize feature descriptors for visual measurements. While these detectors
achieve impressive results across a range of datasets, the keypoint localization
accuracy is often poor, as they do not explicitly aim at sub-pixel accuracy.
Feature Detection Trained for Specific Tasks. The majority of learning-
based works in feature detection craft training schemes that replicate the chal-
lenging conditions encountered when deploying a feature detector for a spe-
cific vision task. Contrarily, Key.Net [65] introduces a differentiable pipeline
adept at autonomously identifying category-level keypoints, specifically tailored
for the task of relative pose estimation. DISK [71] utilizes reinforcement learn-
ing to train the score and descriptor maps, focusing on the end results of the
pipeline to inform its learning process. Bhowmik et al. [11] further integrate
feature detection and description within a comprehensive vision pipeline, where
the model encounters real-world challenges inherently during training. Similarly
to DISK, this approach leverages reinforcement learning to address the discrete
nature of keypoint selection and descriptor matching. Its performance is show-
cased throughout improving the SuperPoint detector [20]. Additionally, Roessle
et al. [57] concentrate on simultaneously improving feature matching and pose
optimization by applying differentiable pose estimation techniques.

3 Sub-Pixel Accurate Local Features

We provide a generaliable method to refine any keypoints to be sub-pixel accu-
rate. To this end, we propose a detector-agnostic Keypoint Refinement module
guided by local feature descriptors and optimizing a two-view geometric objec-
tive directly. Our pipeline is designed in a way not only to distill the context
information of descriptors to our Keypoint Refinement module but also to con-
sider geometric supervision. In this section, we will first introduce our sub-pixel
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accurate Keypoint Refinement module, followed by the geometric supervision we
are providing.

3.1 Sub-Pixel Accurate Keypoint Refinement

In this section, we discuss the proposed Keypoint Refinement module to learn an
offset vector on top of a detected feature. Following de-facto standard process of
relative pose estimation based on sparse correspondences, local features are first
detected, described, and matched given an image pair. Based on the matched
feature pairs, we perform our keypoint refinement. The brief overview of the
proposed architecture is given in Fig. 2.

Next, we describe the refinement procedure for each tentative point corre-
spondence. As discussed in several works [38,78,79], local refinement of keypoints
can be safely assumed to be independent of the global context. Based on the same
assumption, we consider a certain size of square windows centering the detected
keypoints as our region of interest. We extract the region of interest of the image
as patches. For the keypoint detectors producing score maps as an intermediate
representation, we extract the score patches on the same region and concatenate
them with image patches to consider them as side information.

To refine a feature based on the extracted patch centered on the original
location of the feature point, we consider the keypoint refinement procedure as
predicting new or refining an existing score map. To detect keypoints from pre-
dicted score maps, either Non-Maximum Suppression (NMS) or its differentiable
counterpart, SoftArgMax, are the standard approaches. To ensure that the gra-
dient effectively flows through our module, we choose SoftArgMax. Given score
map S ∈ RP×P , SoftArgMax is calculated as follows:

SoftArgMax(S) =
∑

u∈{−⌊P
2 ⌋,··· ,⌊P

2 ⌋}2

SoftMax(S)[u]u =
∑

u∈{−⌊P
2 ⌋,··· ,⌊P

2 ⌋}2

eS[u]u∑
u′ eS[u′]

(1)

This can be viewed as an expectation of relative keypoint location inside the
score patch, where the probability distribution is modeled with SoftMax.

Our score map prediction procedure is modeled with a Convolutional Neu-
ral Network (CNN). We extract D-dimensional P × P square-shape normalized
features from the image patches, F1i, F2i ∈ RP×P×D where F1i and F2i corre-
spond to the i-th patch of the first image and the second image, respectively.
We do not assume the convolution layers to have the ‘same’ padding, that is, P
does not have to be the dimension of the original image patch used for feature
extraction. Once we have the feature patches along with corresponding descrip-
tors d1i, d2i ∈ RD, we calculate the displacement δ1i, δ2i ∈ R2 of each keypoint
p1i, p2i ∈ {0, · · · ,W} × {0, · · · , H} in a way to cover the whole input image
patch, employing the following equation:

Ski[u] = Fki[u] ·
d1i + d2i

2
(k ∈ {1, 2}), (2)

δki = σ × SoftArgMax(Ski). (3)
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The σ is the scale factor to scale the displacement calculated with the feature
map back to the scale of the extracted image patch.

The dot product of Eq. (2) guides F1i, F2i to learn the embedding space
of the descriptor but in pixel-level grained, which is far denser than the initial
descriptors. The average of two descriptors acts as a regularization on the learned
embedding space to be consistent over multiple views, which is a special case of
the robust mean of features of PixSfM [38]. The effect of this will be later shown
in the experiments. The Eq. (2) and Eq. (3) altogether can also be interpreted
as attention with the descriptors as queries, feature patches as keys, and pixel
indices inside the patch as values.

The refined keypoints we finally obtain are the sum of the original keypoint
and predicted displacement vector as follows:

p′1i = p1i + δ1i, p′2i = p2i + δ2i, (4)

where p′1i and p′2i are the updated keypoint locations in the first and second
images, respectively. During training, gradients only flow toward keypoint dis-
placements (δ1i, δ2i), as we do not assume the differentiability of the detectors
and descriptors we use. This property makes the proposed method applicable in
conjunction with any existing detector.

3.2 Training Objective

Our proposed Keypoint Refinement module is directly trained with a geometric
objective. Here, we explain the formulation and effect of our objective. We will
conclude this section with why in the previous works, it was difficult to train
detectors only with such an objective.

We aim to train the Keypoint Refinement module without any exhaustive an-
notation on keypoints to enhance the subsequent relative pose estimation. While
many keypoint detectors utilize consistency under various data augmentation
to self-supervise the keypoint locations, our supervision is based on multi-view
consistency measured by the epipolar error introduced in the supplementary ma-
terial of [12]. Given an image pair and its ground truth essential matrix E, and
matched homogeneous keypoint pairs p̂1 and p̂2, the epipolar error is calculated
as follows:

e(p̂1, p̂2, E) =
(p̂T2 Ep̂1)

2

[Ep̂1]20 + [Ep̂1]21 + [ET p̂2]20 + [ET p̂2]21
, (5)

where [·]j indicates the j-th element of the vector inside the bracket.
Directly optimizing the epipolar error can result in an unstable training pro-

cedure, as the sum of the errors of all matches is dominated by outliers and thus
the keypoints will be optimized toward outliers. To minimize the effect of out-
liers, we set a threshold t′ and only consider errors smaller than that to calculate
the loss. Therefore, our epipolar loss is,

ℓ(p̂1, p̂2, E) = (e(p̂1, p̂2, E) · 1[d(p̂1, p̂2, E) < t′]) + (t′ · 1[d(p̂1, p̂2, E) ≥ t′]), (6)
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Table 1: Relative pose accuracy on datasets MegaDepth [37], KITTI [24] and Scan-
Net [18] by running GC-RANSAC [6] on correspondences extracted by vanilla Super-
Point [20] (SP), SP refined by the proposed method and by [11] and matched by Mutual
Nearest Neighbor (MNN) matching. We report the AUC scores, calculated from the
relative pose errors, thresholded at 5◦, 10◦, and 20◦, the mean and median pose errors
in degrees, and the inlier ratio of the estimated relative pose. The proposed method con-
sistently outperforms SuperPoint and the reinforcement learning-based approach [11]
in all metrics, except for the mean error on ScanNet, where all methods are similar.

Dataset Method AUC@5◦ AUC@10◦ AUC@20◦ Inlier Ratio (%) Mean (◦) Median (◦)

MegaDepth
SP [20] + MNN 35.34 45.37 54.22 33.78 27.89 3.94
Reinforced SP [11] + MNN 36.61 47.56 56.71 33.90 27.91 3.92
SP + MNN + Ours 37.16 48.07 57.15 34.42 27.69 3.82

KITTI
SP [20] + MNN 80.92 89.49 94.41 73.27 1.20 0.62
Reinforced SP [11] + MNN 80.97 89.53 94.43 73.27 1.20 0.62
SP + MNN + Ours 81.36 89.69 94.49 73.47 1.16 0.61

ScanNet
SP [20] + MNN 13.92 28.16 43.11 37.56 28.58 9.76
Reinforced SP [11] + MNN 13.83 28.11 43.17 37.55 28.60 9.76
SP + MNN + Ours 14.16 28.57 43.56 37.66 28.68 9.59

where
d(p̂1, p̂2, E) =

√
e(p̂1, p̂2, E), (7)

with operator 1[·] being the Iverson bracket which equals one if the condition
inside holds and zero otherwise.

In the calibrated case, we set the threshold t′ in a geometrically meaningful
way. As our choice of robust estimator, GC-RANSAC with 1 pixel threshold
internally uses MSAC score of which margin for inlier selection as 1.5 times of
the threshold, we set t′ to correspond to 1.5 pixel in the normalized image space.
Following the standard practice, e.g ., as done in OpenCV and MAGSAC++ [7],
we normalize the threshold t = 1.5 by the focal lengths as follows:

t′ =
t

(f1x + f1y + f2x + f2y)/4
, (8)

where fix and fiy are the focal lengths of image i corresponding to the x and y
axes, respectively.

The similar losses based on epipolar geometry and essential matrix are fre-
quently used on optimizing robust estimators [72] or local feature matchers
[12,75–77], however, has yet been applied for keypoint detection.

The challenge of achieving differentiation has been a significant barrier to en-
hancing feature detection methods with sub-pixel precision. Previous attempts
struggled with differentiating components of the vision pipeline, such as detectors
like SuperPoint [20] or matchers like Nearest Neighbor Matching. These efforts
often encountered unstable training due to the complexities of integrating de-
tectors and matches. Successful differentiation in prior work was either achieved
by forgoing end-to-end differentiability through the use of the REINFORCE al-
gorithm [11] or was only demonstrated in simple, driving scenarios [30]. Our
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Table 2: Relative pose accuracy on datasets MegaDepth [37], KITTI [24] and Scan-
Net [18] by running GC-RANSAC [6] on SuperPoint [20] or ALIKED [78] features
matched by LightGlue [39] and refined by the proposed method. We report the AUC
scores, calculated from the relative pose errors, thresholded at 5◦, 10◦, and 20◦, the
mean and median pose errors in degrees, and the inlier ratio of the estimated relative
pose. The proposed method consistently improves both detectors in almost all metrics.

Dataset Method AUC@5◦ AUC@10◦ AUC@20◦ Inlier Ratio (%) Mean (◦) Median (◦)

MegaDepth

ALIKED+LG 64.69 76.77 85.17 87.10 6.65 1.01
ALIKED+LG+Ours 65.34 77.27 85.52 87.73 6.57 0.98

SP+LG 59.82 72.88 82.31 79.34 7.39 1.25
SP+LG+Ours 61.82 74.46 83.41 81.24 7.22 1.15

KITTI

ALIKED+LG 84.24 91.45 95.36 79.88 1.24 0.50
ALIKED+LG+Ours 84.27 91.46 95.36 80.02 1.20 0.50

SP+LG 81.50 89.68 94.37 81.28 1.40 0.59
SP+LG+Ours 81.99 89.95 94.51 81.59 1.34 0.57

ScanNet

ALIKED+LG 20.99 38.68 54.81 70.92 20.35 5.86
ALIKED+LG+Ours 21.21 38.90 55.00 70.98 20.39 5.82

SP+LG 19.40 37.96 55.46 85.51 20.07 5.97
SP+LG+Ours 19.71 38.26 55.80 85.67 19.84 5.89

approach overcomes these issues by integrating our Keypoint Refinement mod-
ule directly before the relative pose estimation stage of the pipeline, facilitating
stable and effective differentiation.

4 Implementation Details

Network Architecture Details. Our Convolutional Neural Network respon-
sible for refining (or producing, when used along with detectors involving no
heatmaps) the score heatmap consists of a series of convolutional layers with
3 × 3 sized filters followed by ReLU activations, without any extra poolings in
between. The numbers of the channel sizes are 16, 16, 64, 64, d, where d is the
dimension of the descriptors. The ‘same’ padding is only applied on layers where
the input and output channel sizes are the same. Thus, the dimension of the
feature map starts from 11×11 and is eventually reduced to 5×5, which cov-
ers distances of 2 pixel toward each direction from the original keypoints. To
scale this amount back to cover the entire region of the original patch, σ value
for displacement scaling is set to 2.5, since ⌊11/2⌋

⌊5/2⌋ = 2.5. Thus, the resulting dis-
placement vector covers distances of 2×2.5 = 5 pixel toward each direction. This
enables our model to confine its refined keypoints inside its input image patch,
and thus the refined keypoints do not diverge too far away from their original lo-
cation, stabilizing the training of our module. The implementation of our model
is based on PyTorch, taking only 123K (ALIKED) and 197K (SuperPoint) more
parameters than the original detector.
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Training Details. We train our networks with Adam optimizer with the de-
fault hyperparameters of PyTorch 1.10, except the learning rate which is set to
1 × 10−4. Our pipeline is trained for 200K steps with a batch size of 8, taking
approximately 12 hours with a decent modern GPU (NVIDIA RTX 3080Ti),
which is also used for all evaluations. Our training is done on the training set of
the MegaDepth [37] dataset. We use this model—trained for each detector—in
all experiments, indoors and outdoors.
Evaluation Details. Our choice of robust estimator to estimate essential ma-
trices is the state-of-the-art GC-RANSAC [6]. The official implementation of
GC-RANSAC runs an inlier resampling-based local optimization [17] and ends
with a Levenberg-Marquardt [45]. It employs PROSAC sampling [15] and the
SPRT test [16] to achieve efficiency. We set the minimum and maximum iteration
number to 1000 to minimize the effect of stochasticity and ran each experiment
3 times to report the average. We set the threshold of GC-RANSAC 1 px.

We evaluate the proposed sub-pixel refinement method in conjunction with
the gold standard SuperPoint [20] and the recent ALIKED [78] detectors, with
mutual nearest neighbors (MNN) and LightGlue [39] matching. We will compare
to the original detectors and also to the reinforcement learning-based method
proposed by Bhowmik et al. [11].
Evaluation Metrics. To assess the performance of a particular method, we
follow the standard practice [31] and measure the relative pose error as the
maximum of the rotation and translation errors. From these numbers, we will
compute the Area Under the recall Curves (AUC) thresholded at 5◦, 10◦, and
20◦. Additionally, we will report the mean, median of pose error, and inlier ratios.

5 Experiments

In this section, the evaluation is conducted on two outdoor datasets (MegaDepth
and KITTI [24]) and one indoor dataset (ScanNet [18]). Additionally, we provide
computational analysis and an analysis of the proposed method.

5.1 Relative Pose Estimation

To perform relative pose estimation, we run GC-RANSAC to estimate essential
matrices. These matrices are then decomposed to relative rotation and transla-
tion by the standard SVD-based solution [27].
The MegaDepth dataset [37] is derived from a diverse collection of internet-
sourced images depicting landmarks across the globe. This dataset leverages
sophisticated structure-from-motion (SfM) and multi-view stereo (MVS) tech-
niques to generate detailed reconstructions and depth maps for over 1000 distinct
scenes. We utilize the benchmark consisting of 1500 image pairs, following the
selection of LoFTR [64], as the validation set and the test set consisting of 655K
image pairs coupled by [39,51] as our test set.

The results when using SuperPoint features and mutual nearest neighbors
matching are reported in the top three rows of Table 1. The proposed refine-
ment method consistently improves in all accuracy metrics. It improves upon
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Table 3: Fundamental matrix accuracy on datasets MegaDepth [37], KITTI [24] and
ScanNet [18] by running GC-RANSAC [6] on correspondences extracted by vanilla
SuperPoint [20] (SP), SP refined by the proposed method and by [11] and matched
by Mutual Nearest Neighbor (MNN) matching. We report the F1 scores, the inlier
ratio, and the mean and median epipolar errors given the ground truth fundamental
matrix. The proposed method consistently outperforms SuperPoint and the reinforce-
ment learning-based approach [11] in all metrics, except for the mean error on ScanNet.

Dataset Method F1-score Epi. Inlier Ratio (%) Epi. Mean Epi. Med

MegaDepth
SP [20] + MNN 47.64 18.64 84.15 1.69
Reinforced SP [11] + MNN 47.62 18.65 84.32 1.70
SP + MNN + Ours 48.42 19.64 84.41 1.67

KITTI
SP [20] + MNN 74.15 48.48 0.91 0.81
Reinforced SP [11] + MNN 74.12 48.47 0.91 0.81
SP + MNN + Ours 75.48 51.82 0.87 0.77

ScanNet
SP [20] + MNN 18.83 15.83 45.86 4.96
Reinforced SP [11] + MNN 18.76 15.82 46.42 4.95
SP + MNN + Ours 18.91 16.23 47.11 4.83

the vanilla SuperPoint, by approximately 2 AUC points on average. It also in-
creases the inlier ratio and decreases both the mean and median errors. We also
outperform the previous refinement method [11] in all evaluated metrics.

The results with SuperPoint and ALIKED feature when employing the recent
LightGlue matcher are shown in the top rows of Table 7. Similarly to Table 1,
the proposed method improves upon both ALIKED and SuperPoint. While the
accuracy increment is sometimes small, it is consistent—we improve in all tested
accuracy metrics.
The KITTI dataset [24] is a real-world benchmark for tasks stereo, optical flow,
visual odometry, 3D object detection, and tracking. It is captured by driving in
the city of Karlsruhe with accurate ground truth from the laser scanner and GPS
localization system. We tested our method on the 11 visual odometry sequences
that are provided with ground truth. The KITTI experiments are based on the
odometry test set with 2790 image pairs defined in [30]. We form image pairs
from the subsequent images.

The results of SuperPoint and MNN matching are shown in the middle three
rows of Table 1. Similar to the results on the MegaDepth dataset, the pro-
posed method consistently improves in all accuracy metrics. It improves upon
the vanilla SuperPoint in AUC points, increases the inlier ratio, and decreases
both the mean and median errors. We outperform a previous work that improved
SuperPoint with a relative pose supervision [11] in all evaluated metrics.

The results with SuperPoint and ALIKED features when employing the re-
cent LightGlue matcher are shown in the middle of Table 7. Similarly to Table 1,
the proposed method improves upon both ALIKED and SuperPoint. A similar
trend is as observable as on the other datasets. The proposed technique always
improves accuracy, not by a huge margin, but consistently across all metrics.
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(a) MegaDepth (b) KITTI (c) ScanNet

Fig. 3: Histograms of scale and orientation of offset vectors for SuperPoint across var-
ious datasets. The top row illustrates the distribution of lengths of offset vectors, with
significant displacements observed on MegaDepth, suggesting a high potential for ac-
curacy improvements through sub-pixel refinement due to initial keypoint localization
inaccuracies. The progression from left to right shows decreased lengths, with minimal
adjustments required on ScanNet. The bottom row displays the directional histogram
of predicted offset vectors, revealing a uniform distribution with a tendency for vertical
alignment and a rightward bias, likely reflecting unique characteristics of datasets. We
do not show the bins beyond offset size > 2px as they are negligible

The ScanNet dataset [18] contains 1613 monocular sequences with ground truth
camera poses and depth maps. We evaluate the compared minimal solvers on
the 1500 challenging pairs used in SuperGlue [60]. The results in the bottom
three rows of Table 1 exhibit similar trends as on the other datasets. We consis-
tently improve in almost all metrics. Here, the mean error increases marginally.
However, all methods achieve similar mean errors.

The efficacy of our proposed method is further evidenced in the bottom sec-
tion of Table 7, where results using SuperPoint and ALIKED features in conjunc-
tion with the recent LightGlue matcher are presented. Mirroring the improve-
ments seen in Table 1, our method enhances the performance of both ALIKED
and SuperPoint. This consistency aligns with trends observed on other datasets,
where our technique uniformly bolsters accuracy. While the increments in per-
formance are not huge, they are reliably observed across all evaluated metrics,
underscoring the method’s consistent contribution to accuracy enhancement.
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Fig. 4: Image pairs from KITTI (top), ScanNet (bottom left), and MegaDepth (bottom
right) datasets showing inliers of refined matches. For each pair, the upper row shows
matches, and the bottom one the image patches our Keypoint Refinement module
takes, with initial points as blue and refined ones as red. The refinements are larger on
the MegaDepth pair, as it is visible also in the analysis provided by Fig. 3. However,
both on KITTI and ScanNet, the refined features seem to be better localized visually.

5.2 Fundamental Matrix Estimation

In this section, we extend the evaluation of our proposed method to assess its
impact on fundamental matrix estimation, a critical task when camera intrinsics
are unknown. Utilizing the identical datasets and experimental setup as outlined
in the previous section, we employ GC-RANSAC [6] to derive fundamental ma-
trices from the detected features. The assessment focuses on F1 scores, average
inlier ratios, and both mean and median symmetric epipolar errors in relation
to the ground truth fundamental matrix.

Findings, as detailed in Table 3, echo the enhancements observed in the
relative pose accuracy experiments. The integration of the sub-pixel refinement
mechanism with vanilla SuperPoint consistently improves performance across all
evaluated accuracy metrics. An exception to this trend is noted in the mean error
metric within the ScanNet dataset. It is pertinent to acknowledge that the mean
error, while informative, is often regarded as less critical compared to other
metrics due to its susceptibility to distortion by outliers; a single significant
error can disproportionately affect the mean. Notably, in these experiments,
the inclusion of reinforced SuperPoint [11] results in a decrement in accuracy.
This observation underscores the nuanced effectiveness of sub-pixel refinement
in enhancing feature-based estimations of fundamental matrices, highlighting
the proposed method’s broad applicability and potential for improving feature
detection and matching processes.
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Table 4: The computation time of each component of the relative pose estimation
pipeline (Fig. 1). The first number of each cell represents the inference time taken on
the component for 4096 keypoints (2048 matches) in milliseconds, and the parenthesized
second number shows the portion of the inference time compared to the entire pipeline.

Method Detection&Matching Ours Pose Estimation Total

SP + MNN + Ours 72ms (37%) 7ms (4%) 116ms (60%) 195ms
ALIKED + MNN + Ours 163ms (51%) 6ms (2%) 150ms (47%) 319ms

Table 5: The number of parameters possessed by each component of the relative
pose estimation pipeline (Fig. 1). The first number of each cell represents the number
of parameters possessed by the component in millions, and the parenthesized second
number shows the portion of the parameters compared to the entire pipeline.

Method Detection Matching Ours Total

SP+LG+Ours 1.30M (10%) 11.85M (89%) 0.20M (2%) 13.35M
ALIKED+LG+Ours 0.68M ( 5%) 11.85M (94%) 0.12M (1%) 12.65M

5.3 Keypoint Localization

To show that our refined keypoints are more precise in general, rather than
merely rearranged for the setup of epipolar geometry, we evaluated the key-
point localization performance of our module on the HPatches benchmark [5].
We follow the setup described in LoFTR [64] and LightGlue [39]. Our method
improved the combination of SuperPoint and mutual nearest neighbor matching
(SP+MNN) from 27% to 33% Mean Matching Accuracy (MMA) at 1px.

5.4 Computational Analysis

To show that the proposed Keypoint Refinement module is not a computa-
tionally significant part of the whole pipeline, we measured the inference time
(Table 4.) and number of parameters (Table 5.) of each component of the rela-
tive pose estimation pipeline. The inference time is measured for an image pair
(2× 2048 keypoints), averaged on the MegaDepth-1500 benchmark.

From Table 4, note that the computational time is less than 5% for both
detectors used with the Mutual Nearest Neighbor (MNN) matching, and it is
straightforward that the portion will be smaller when used with the LightGlue
matcher. From Table 5, we chose LightGlue matcher, and it takes the most
significant portion of the learnable parameters, while ours only takes around
2%. Even if LightGlue is replaced with MNN that has no parameters, ours only
takes 17% of the detector.

5.5 Offset Analysis

To decipher the learning mechanisms and the characteristics of offset vectors
within the proposed network, we delve into the visualized scale and orientation
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histograms of the offsets predicted from SuperPoint keypoints, as illustrated
across all tested datasets in Fig. 3. The upper part of the figures delineates the
length distributions of the predicted displacement vectors, revealing pronounced
displacements within the MegaDepth dataset. This observation aligns with the
notable enhancements achieved on MegaDepth, implying a substantial poten-
tial for accuracy refinement through sub-pixel adjustments due to the initial
imprecision in keypoint localization.

A progressive transition from left to right within these histograms demon-
strates a trend towards diminished displacement lengths, indicating either an
overall reduction in the necessity for keypoint adjustments or insufficient gen-
eralizability of our model similar to what neural-network based detectors have
struggled.

Conversely, the lower section of Fig. 3 presents the directional tendencies of
these predicted displacements, showcasing a relatively uniform distribution with
a predominant alignment along the vertical image axis. A notable deviation is
observed along the horizontal axis, with a bias towards rightward adjustments.
This pattern likely reflects dataset-specific attributes, suggesting that the ob-
served directional imbalances may be influenced by the inherent visual structure
and orientation within the datasets.

Qualitative examples are shown in Fig. 4. Here, image pairs from KITTI
(top), ScanNet (bottom left), and MegaDepth (bottom right) datasets are visu-
alized together with their original and refined inlier matches. For each pair, the
upper row shows matches overlayed in the image pair. The bottom one visualizes
independent image patches our Keypoint Refinement module takes, with initial
points as blue and refined ones as red. The refinements are visibly larger on the
image pair taken from the MegaDepth dataset. However, both on KITTI and
ScanNet, the refined features seem to be better localized.

6 Conclusion

This work introduces a novel post-processing procedure designed to endow any
learned feature detection model with sub-pixel accuracy, addressing a critical
limitation of recent detectors. By appending offset vectors to detected features,
our method eliminates the need for designing specialized detectors while directly
minimizing test-time evaluation metrics like relative pose error. Through rigor-
ous testing on large-scale and real-world datasets with SuperPoint and ALIKED
features and LightGlue matcher, we demonstrate consistent improvements in
keypoint localization accuracy. This is shown through relative pose and fun-
damental matrix estimation. Although the performance improvements are not
markedly large, they are consistent across various experiments, underscoring the
reliability of our approach. Given the minimal computational overhead of our
method, which adds only approx. 7 milliseconds to the processing time, it offers
a compelling improvement with no discernible drawbacks.
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A Ablation Study

This section evaluates the effects of integrating SoftArgMax (SAM), Convolu-
tional Neural Network (CNN), Descriptor Guidance (DG, Ski[u] = Fki[u]dki),
and Mean Feature (MF, Ski[u] = Fki[u] · d1i+d2i

2 ) to enhance feature detection on
the MegaDepth dataset [37], using SuperPoint features [20] matched by mutual
nearest neighbors (MNN).

Outlined in Table 6, the analysis begins with the performance of the vanilla
SuperPoint baseline. The findings, detailed from the second row onwards, re-
veal that simply layering SAM atop SuperPoint does not markedly improve
performance, underscoring SAM’s limited standalone efficacy. Subsequent rows
meticulously demonstrate how each proposed module—SAM, CNN, DG, and
MF—individually contributes to the enhancement of detection accuracy. The
culmination of these improvements is most notable when all modules are applied
in tandem, resulting in the optimal enhancement of feature detection capabil-
ities, as evidenced in the later sections of Table 6. This collective application
underscores the potential of these enhancements in refining feature detectors on
challenging datasets.

B Various Detector-Matcher Combinations

In this section, we will further demonstrate the generalizability of our method
on various detectors and matchers. We compare the performance of our method
with the reinforced learning-based refinement [11] on the combination of Su-
perPoint [20] and LightGlue [39]. Our method is also applied to the recent
DeDoDe [22], XFeat [53], Key.Net [9], and R2D2 [55] to show further gener-
alizability to state-of-the-art methods extracting local features. To discuss the
limitation, we apply our method on top of SIFT [41]. The results of this section
are provided in Table 7.

When applied on top of SuperPoint and LightGlue, the reinforcement learn-
ing approach [11] improves marginally, while the amount improved by our method
is more significant. Note that the probabilistic feature matching of [11] based on
the softmax of Euclidean distance is not applicable without change when used
with LightGlue. We instead modified it to use the soft assignment of LightGlue
as the probability of a match to be sampled.

When our method is applied on top of SIFT, the performance drops slightly.
This is the expected behaviour as the Difference of Gaussians (DoG) detector
employed by SIFT, is already sub-pixel accurate. Thus there is no room to im-
prove with the proposed method. In SIFT experiments, we increased the number
of iterations of GC-RANSAC [6] to 5000, to maintain the stability of the robust
estimator with worse initial matches. This disentangles the effect of our method
from that of the stochasticity of the robust estimator.

To further demonstrate the generalizability of the proposed method on vari-
ous detectors, we applied our method on one of the most recent state-of-the-art
detectors, DeDoDe [22, 23]. Our method is shown to consistently improve De-
DoDe on the provided metrics, even on the ScanNet [18] benchmark on which
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Table 6: Ablation Study. The impact of SoftArgMax (SAM), Convolutional Neu-
ral Network (CNN), Descriptor Guidance (DG), and Mean Feature (MF) on the
MegaDepth dataset [37] is evaluated. The baseline performance with vanilla Super-
Point (SP) [20] is shown in the second row. The third row reveals that simply adding
SAM to SP is insufficient for significant improvement. Each proposed module – SAM,
CNN, DG, and MF – enhances accuracy individually, with the integration of all com-
ponents resulting in the highest performance gains. The experiment on the second row
with LightGlue (LG) matcher was conducted only on the validation set and showed
similarly severe performance drop with what the second row with Mutual Nearest
Neighbor (MNN) matcher showed. Confirming this failure case again on the test set
does not have significantly different meaning from that of MNN matcher, and thus we
skip to show the second row with LG matcher here.

Matcher SP +SAM +CNN +DG +MF AUC@5◦ AUC@10◦ AUC@20◦ Inlier Ratio (%) Mean (◦) Median (◦)

MNN

✓ 35.34 45.37 54.22 33.78 27.89 3.94
✓ ✓ 19.56 30.00 40.59 20.17 36.57 13.58
✓ ✓ ✓ 36.71 47.52 56.59 33.75 28.09 3.98
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 36.57 47.34 56.39 33.61 28.26 4.03
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 37.16 48.07 57.15 34.42 27.69 3.82

LG

✓ 59.82 72.88 82.31 79.34 7.39 1.25
✓ ✓ - - - - - -
✓ ✓ ✓ 60.77 73.70 82.93 80.38 7.30 1.21
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 60.76 73.68 80.27 80.26 7.32 1.21
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 61.82 74.46 83.41 81.24 7.22 1.15

the original detector severely fails. Note that DeDoDe utilizes their dual softmax
matcher, denoted as DSM. We utilized the DeDoDe-L, DeDoDev2-L detectors
and DeDoDe-G descriptor among their pre-trained models.

Another state-of-the-art detector, XFeat [53], can be improved with the pro-
posed method. This is a straightforward result as its Keypoint Head resembles
the structure of that of SuperPoint. Note that our module will not harm the
strengths of XFeat, especially time efficiency, as ours are shown in the main
paper to take around 7ms (which is approximately 143 image pairs per second)
that is still insignificant compared to the inference time of XFeat on two images.

Additionally, we applied our method on top of two earlier detectors that
aimed for sub-pixel accuracy (KeyNet [9]) and that did not involve pooling layers
(R2D2 [55]), to show our method is not limited to make only keypoints sub-pixel
accurate but even making already accurate keypoints to be more accurate in
estimating relative poses.

C Analysis on Design Choice

In this section, we show the effectiveness of the proposed method, by comparing
it with other design choices for the keypoint refinement module and loss function.
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Table 7: The relative pose estimation metrics evaluated with various combinations of
local feature extractors and matchers. A detailed explanation of each metric is provided
in our main paper.

Dataset Method AUC@5◦ AUC@10◦ AUC@20◦ Inlier Ratio (%) Mean (◦) Median (◦)

MegaDepth

SP+LG 59.82 72.88 82.31 79.34 7.39 1.25
Reinforced SP+LG 59.94 73.05 82.48 80.88 7.12 1.25
SP+LG+Ours 61.82 74.46 83.41 81.24 7.22 1.15

SIFT+MNN 9.53 13.40 17.90 5.90 74.85 65.84
SIFT+MNN+Ours 9.49 13.34 17.84 5.89 74.77 65.74

DeDoDe+DSM 48.83 61.70 71.76 78.08 16.26 1.93
DeDoDe+DSM+Ours 52.57 65.15 74.68 81.94 15.06 1.63

DeDoDev2+DSM 55.49 67.37 76.23 82.66 14.73 1.41
DeDoDev2+DSM+Ours 56.08 67.90 76.56 83.44 14.58 1.38

Key.Net+MNN 52.76 64.98 74.24 42.18 12.50 1.63
Key.Net+MNN+Ours 53.78 65.83 74.92 42.86 12.15 1.52

R2D2+MNN 51.64 64.49 74.26 63.23 11.96 1.72
R2D2+MNN+Ours 52.14 64.90 74.55 63.53 11.93 1.71

XFeat+MNN 41.37 52.88 62.42 33.83 18.38 2.85
XFeat+MNN+Ours 43.11 54.40 63.62 35.15 17.92 2.58

KITTI

SIFT+MNN 78.23 88.07 93.71 25.15 1.42 0.65
SIFT+MNN+Ours 78.17 88.01 93.66 25.16 1.47 0.65

DeDoDe+DSM 71.21 83.01 90.10 67.28 3.18 0.88
DeDoDe+DSM+Ours 71.88 83.39 90.29 67.29 3.18 0.85

ScanNet

SIFT+MNN 1.69 3.89 7.32 3.38 85.06 79.00
SIFT+MNN+Ours 1.69 3.77 7.13 3.37 84.56 78.46

DeDoDe+DSM 3.18 6.34 10.16 89.32 131.2 180.0
DeDoDe+DSM+Ours 3.25 6.45 10.31 89.92 131.2 180.0

C.1 Fine Matching: CNN vs. Transformer

Recently, transformers have become the most popular neural network design.
This trend has also been blended into the detector-free matchers, such as LoFTR [64].
On the other hand, our model does not utilize transformers in our pipeline de-
spite its strong capability of finding relevance among all possible combinations,
which is shown in LoFTR [64] to solve local correspondence refinement effec-
tively. Here, we question the cost-efficiency of the transformer on the local cor-
respondence refinement task, by comparing the performance of LoFTR’s local
refinement module and the proposed method.

As shown in Table 8, the relative pose estimation performance did not im-
prove significantly when we replaced our model (except scale factor σ = 2.5 and
CNN; the fine module of LoFTR still needs initial features to be extracted) with
the fine module of LoFTR. However, the fine module of LoFTR takes signifi-
cantly more trainable parameters and inference time. Although this comparison
is not completely valid as each of them was trained with its loss, it still supports
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Table 8: Experiments showing the advantage of our method against LoFTR’s fine
module [64]. The relative pose estimation metrics evaluated for naive CNN-based dis-
placement estimation (SAM+CNN, 2nd row of Table 6), ours, and when LoFTR’s fine
module is attached upon ours (LoFTR Fine). Compared to LoFTR’s fine module, our
method performs significantly efficiently in both model size and inference time while
only marginally worse for relative pose estimation.

Method AUC@5◦ @10◦ @20◦ Inl. Rat. (%) Mean (◦) Med. (◦) Param. Time

(SP+)SAM+CNN 36.7 47.5 56.6 33.8 28.1 4.0 0.2M 7ms
Ours 37.2 48.1 57.2 34.4 27.7 3.8 0.2M 7ms
LoFTR Fine 37.4 48.4 57.4 34.6 27.5 3.7 1.5M 58ms

Table 9: Experiments showing the performance of relative pose estimation when
the proposed keypoint refinement module is trained with various losses. Among
those taking ground truth relative pose supervision, we compare two representative
losses—epipolar and reprojection loss—and a recent loss proposed from a detector-free
matcher, LoFTR [64]. Their performance does not significantly differ; however, the
epipolar loss is selected based on its advantages mentioned in the Sec. C.2.

Loss AUC@5◦ @10◦ @20◦ Inl. Rat. (%) Mean (◦) Med. (◦)

Epipolar (Ours) 37.2 48.1 57.2 34.4 27.7 3.8
LoFTR’s 37.3 48.1 57.2 34.5 27.6 3.8
Reprojection 37.1 48.0 57.1 34.4 27.7 3.9

that using transformers for a simple problem without thorough consideration
can be suboptimal.

C.2 Loss Functions

In this section, we compare different loss functions with relative pose supervision
to validate our choice of the epipolar loss function as shown in Table 9. Among
losses taking supervision from relative poses, LoFTR’s and reprojection losses
give marginally different performance. However, LoFTR’s loss requires depth su-
pervision. Also, we found triangulation needed for reprojection error numerically
unstable for training.

D Experiment Details

Images from MegaDepth dataset are resized to have a uniform longer dimension
of 1024 pixels, preserving the original height-width ratio. Images of the KITTI
and ScanNet datasets are resized to 1240×376 and 640×480 pixels, respectively.

For SuperPoint feature extractor, we used the same NMS radius and detec-
tion threshold with Reinforced SuperPoint [11] to make our comparison valid.
The maximum number of keypoints extracted from each image is set to 2048
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throughout all datasets and methods. For ALIKED feature extractor and Light-
Glue matcher, the default setting of the Glue Factory library [39, 51] is em-
ployed, except the aforementioned number of keypoints. For the SIFT detector
and RootSIFT descriptor, we utilized OpenCV’s implementation. For the results
with extra detectors provided in the Table 7, we utilized their official implemen-
tations without change.

E Additional Qualitative Examples

In this section, we visualize a few image pairs that are our successful and failed
cases of refining the relative pose estimation, with the inlier matches used for
the relative pose estimation. Each of Figs. 5 to 7 shows the image pairs along
with green lines, which are inlier correspondences used for relative pose estima-
tion. The caption below each pair shows the number of inlier matches, rotation
error, and translation error (degree) of the relative pose estimation. A detailed
explanation of each metric is provided in our main paper.
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Fig. 5: Visualization of geometric inlier correspondences on MegaDepth-1500 bench-
mark [64] with our method, Reinforced SuperPoint, and SuperPoint, from left to right.
The first and second row shows the successful cases and the last row shows the failure
case. Note that our method consistently increases the number of inliers, but it does
not always lead to more accurate relative poses.
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Fig. 6: Visualization of geometric inlier correspondences on ScanNet benchmark [60]
with our method, Reinforced SuperPoint, and SuperPoint, from left to right. The first
and second row shows the successful cases and the last row shows the failure case. Note
that our method consistently increases the number of inliers, but it does not always
lead to more accurate relative poses.
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Fig. 7: Visualization of geometric inlier correspondences on consecutive frames of scene
09 and 10 of the KITTI odometry dataset (following the data preprocessing procedure
of [30]) with our method, Reinforced SuperPoint, and SuperPoint, from top to bottom.
The left column shows the successful cases and the right column shows the failure
case. Note that the performance differences between the methods are not very huge,
as this is a relatively simple dataset; i.e. the viewpoint and illumination changes are
insignificant along this dataset.
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